Abstract. Feather pecking resulting in feather damage, injuries and mortality causes severe welfare problems in laying hens. In the present study, we tested whether there is an inverse relationship between feather pecking and foraging behaviour (exploratory and manipulative behaviour away from the feeder). Forty-eight groups of 30 or 31 chicks, Gallus gallus domesticus, were reared in pens and provided with different types of foraging material. Feather pecking and foraging behaviour were quantified when the chicks were 4 and 5 weeks of age. In experiment 1, chicks with access to long-cut straw showed more foraging behaviour and less feather pecking than chicks that were provided with the same straw but in shredded form. On the other hand, there was no difference in foraging behaviour and feather pecking between chicks reared with access to long-cut straw and polystyrene blocks. In experiment 2, the importance of the form of the foraging material was confirmed. Chicks provided with polystyrene blocks performed more foraging behaviour and less feather pecking than chicks with access to polystyrene beads. The provision of an area with a layer of wood-shavings to promote scratching behaviour had no significant effect, however, on the incidence of feather pecking. In experiment 3, polystyrene blocks and beads were offered during the whole day or only in the morning. Both the quality and the availability of the foraging materials had a significant effect on foraging behaviour and a significant but opposite effect on feather pecking. Focal animal observations showed that the chicks performed different types of foraging behaviour at polystyrene blocks and beads. This suggests that not only the quantity but also the quality of foraging behaviour elicited by a given material may be important to prevent the development of feather pecking. Feather pecking should thus be considered as redirected foraging behaviour.
The housing of laying hens in battery cages is considered to be far from ideal, as the behaviour of caged birds is severely restricted in many respects (Nicol 1987; Dawkins & Hardie 1989; Hughes et al. 1989; van Liere 1992) . However, alternative housing systems (e.g. deep litter system, tiered wire floor system), which allow the hens to engage in a variety of behaviour patterns, have the disadvantage that there may be more serious problems with feather pecking, causing injuries and mortality, than in battery cages (Appleby & Hughes 1991; Webster 1994) . Beak trimming, a common measure to prevent feather pecking, is not a suitable solution to such problems, as it probably causes chronic pain (Duncan et al. 1989; Gentle et al. 1990 ), reduces responsiveness to novel stimuli (van Liere 1995) and leads to apathy (Craig & Lee 1990; Lee & Craig 1991) . To promote the acceptance of alternative housing systems for laying hens it is therefore important to understand the causation of feather pecking and to identify housing conditions in which this abnormal behaviour does not develop.
In a previous study (Huber-Eicher & Wechsler 1997) we experimentally tested predictions of two current hypotheses on the causation of feather pecking: the 'dustbathing hypothesis' (Vestergaard & Lisborg 1993; Vestergaard et al. 1993; Vestergaard 1994 ) and the 'ground pecking hypothesis ' (Blokhuis & Arkes 1984; Blokhuis 1986 Blokhuis , 1989 . In summary, we found that rearing laying hen chicks with access to sand for dustbathing did not prevent them from developing feather 
